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Me Mew iN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 


following 
REPORT 
[To accompany 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill 
(S. 1372) for the relief of Mrs. Madelaine Viale Moore, having con- 
sidered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment and 
recommends that the bill do pass 


PURPOSE OF THE BILI 


The purpose of the bill is to waive the excluding provision of existing 
law relating to conviction of a crime involving moral turpitude in 
behalf of Mrs. Madelaine Viale Moore so that she may qualify tor 


admission into the United States for permanent residence 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 


The beneficiary of the bill isa 27-vear-old native of Italy and citizen 
of France who last entered the United States as a visitor on June 1S, 
1951. She was married to Stanley P. Moore on January 11, 1951, at 
Nice, France The record discloses that the alien was convicted in 
April 1945 for the theft of a . oe from her emplover. It also dis- 
closes that she was arrested in 1944 and charged with falsification of 
her French identity card. She is presently residing with her husband 
in Eneino, Calif. With the waiver provided for in the bill she would 
be able to qualify for a nonquota immigration visa 

A letter dated December 20, 1951, to the chairman of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary from the Deputy Attorney General with 
reference to the ease, reads as follows 

Dre 
Hon. Par McCarran, 
Chairman. Comn 
U'nated States 

My Drar SENATO 
Department of Justic 
Viale Moore 
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The bill would provide that, notwithstanding the eleventh category of the 
Immigration Act of 1917, as amended, Mrs. Madelaine Viale Moore may be 
admitted to the United States for permanent residence if she is found to be other- 
wise admissible under the provisions of the immigration laws. 

The files of the Immigration and Naturalization Service of this Department 
disclose that the alien is a citizen of France who was born on June 12, 1924, at 
Limone, Italy. Her only entry into the United States was on June 18, 1951, at 
which time she was admitted temporarily for a period of 6 months as a visitor. 
The alien was married on January 11, 1951, at Nice, France, te a citizen of the 
United States who was born at Spokane, Wash., on May 10, 1929. Prior to 
entering the United States, the alien applied for an immigration visa at the 
United States consulate at Marseille, France, which was refused because of her 
conviction in France of a crime involving moral turpitude. Thereafter the alien 
proceeded to Mexico where she was issued a visitor’s visa by the American consul 
at Tijuana, Mexico. It appears that the American consul at Tijuana, as well as 
the immigration officials at the place where the alien entered the United States, 
were aware of the circumstances under which an immigration visa previously 
had been denied the alien. She apparently was issued a visitor’s visa, because 
her case was believed to be sufficiently meritorious for the possible exercise by the 
Attorney General of the discretion contained in the ninth proviso to section 3 
of the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended (8 U. 8S. C. 1386 (q)). Under this 
authority the Attorney General may authorize the temporary admission of aliens 
who otherwise would be inadmissible. Through inadvertence, the alien was 
permitted to enter the United States without having her case submitted for con- 
sideration under the ninth proviso, but this omission is immaterial insofar as the 
alien’s des‘re to be admitted to the United States for permanent residence is con- 
cerned, since the exercise of the discretion under the ninth proviso is limited to 
temporary admissions. It appears, therefore, that the only way in which the 
alien’s immigration status can be adjusted is by the enactment of legislation which 
would authorize her admission, notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 of the 
Immigration Act of 1917, as amended (8 U.S. C. 136 (e) ). 

Copies of translations of documents relating to the alien’s conviction of theft 
are enclosed. There also is enclosed a copy of a letter dated February 23, 1951, 
from the alien explaining the circumstances surrounding her conviction. It should 
be noted that the alien’s explanation is corroborated to the extent that she had, 
as she states, opposed the original judgment against her. It is noted that the 
alien’s letter indicates that this conviction was her only offense. However, it 
appears that on October 25, 1945, at Avignon, France, she was sentenced to 
6 months’ imprisonment for falsification of her identification card. Concerning 
this offense, the alien’s husband stated that his wife had changed the place of 
her birth on her identification card to show birth in France rather than in Italy 
where she was in fact born. It is claimed this was done because of ill feeling then 
held by the French people and authorities toward persons born in Italy—that it 
was during an era of postwar hysteria. It is alleged that the sentence received 
for this offense (6 months) and that for the theft (6 months) ran concurrently. 

The alien’s only relative is a brother residing in Sweden. According to the 
alien’s husband, her parents were killed in Paris in 1943 during an American 
bombing raid. While living in France, the alien was employed as a seamstress 
and later as a model. She is not employed at the present time but is dependent 
upon her husband for support. There are no children. Her husband is employed 
as a sales engineer at a salary of $275 per month. When interviewed during 
June 1950, the alien’s husband stated that his wife’s health was not good, appar- 
ently as a result of complications following a miscarriage. 

The question of whether legislation to enable this alien to adjust her immigra- 
tion status should be enacted is one of legislative policy on which the Department 
prefers to make no recommendation. However, if favorable action on such legis- 
lation is to be taken, it is suggested that rather than general language such 4s is 
used in the bill under consideration, the language of the legislation specify the 
offense or offenses for which a waiver of the immigration laws is to be granted. 
In this connection there seems to be no question that the offense of theft is an 
offense involving moral turpitude. However, with respect to the offense in 
connection with the identification card there is insufficient information on which 
to base a determination as to whether or not it would be considered an offense 
involving moral turpitude. Accordingly, if favorable consideration is to be given 
the alien, the waiver of the immigration laws probably should include both 
offenses for which the alien was sentenced to imprisonment. 

Sincerely, 
A. Devirr VANECH, 
Deputy Attorney General. 
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Senator Richard Nixon, the author of the bill, has submitted the 
following affidavit in connection with the case: 


Repurtic oF FRANCE, DEPARTMENT OF THE MARITIME ALPs, City or NICE, 
Consulate of the United States of America, ss: 

Madeleine Moore residing at 25 Promenade des Anglais, Nice, Alpes-Maritimes, 
France, being duly sworn deposes and says: 

I was born at Limone, Italy, on June 1, 1924. On the Lith day of January 1951 
at Nice, France, I married Stanley Patrick Moore, an American citizen, residi 
at 4918 Rubio Avenue, Encino, State of California. 

My father was of French nationality and my mother was of Italien national 
and consequently I was both of French and Italian nationality at the time of 
my birth. I was arrested by the police at Cavaillon, France, on December 14, 
1944, being charged with the falsification of my French identity card. At the 
time of said arrest, | was a minor, and an orphan, my parents having died in 1943 
At said period, there was considerable agitation in France against the Italians 
and many were being expatriated or expulsed. Jecause of current rumors and 
fearful that the fact that I was born in Italy would influence the French against 
me even regarding employment, I erased Limone, Italy, from my identity card 
In its place I wrote Lille, France. In the course of their usual inspection of iden- 
tity cards, the police observed the aforesaid change I was taken to the Commis- 


sariat de Police, where | admitted the charge I was given mv liberty at once, 
and told that I would receive ‘‘une convocation’’ (summons to appear), that is to 
sav be called for a hearing at Avignon, France. I then left for my home town, 
Cannes, 140 miles distant from Avignon. I never received the said summons to 


appear, and consequently a judgment by default was rendered against me dated 
February 1, 1945 (exhibit 1),! and I received a prison sentence of 6 months. Had 
I appeared, I would have only been subject to a slight fine, the same as for a 


traffic violation. Iask that it be borne in mind that even had I received the sum- 
mons to appear, a French girl employed as a simple seamstress was only earning 
sufficient monev to exist at times. However, when I heard of the sentence, | 
demanded a rehearing which was granted. When the trial next came on, I was 
working in Paris approximately 410 miles from Avignon. The second summons 
was served on the mavor of Cannes on my behalf Il never received this summons 
Even if | had received it, because of mv financial difficulties, there remained 
nothing to do but to permit the judgment to be rendered again by default on the 


20th day of October 1945 (exhibit 2). 

While in Cannes and after my arrival from Avignon in December 1944, | 
resided with one Madame Adrienne Rebuffo, nee Bernardi at the latter's request. 
Madame Rebuffo knew that I had received bed-sheets, towels, napkins, linens, 








and blankets from mv mother’s and father’s estate Inasmuch, as Madame 
Rebuffo’s husband was a prisoner of war in Germany, and she had a lodger, it 
was to her interest to make use of my linens and other articles, these being very 
difficult to procure at that time The lodger having noved e, | decided to 
seek other quarters Madame Rebuffo was furious at mv leavy ras I had d 

manded all of mv effects. Madame Rebuffo refused to deliver the articles elaim- 
ing that I had not paid any lodging. I coneeded this fact but reminded Madame 
tebuffo that the latter had asked for the use of my linens in lieu of room rent 
and that | needed them if I were to live elsewhere I departed and took with 
me Madame Rebuffo’s small handbag saving that the latter would be returned 
when Madame Rebuffo surrendered my effects. Che handbag had value of 
about $3 My departure enraged Madame Rebuffo and she filed a complaint 
with the police. The police came to the dress shop of Simone Trenquier, nee 
Krieg, at Cannes, where I was emploved, and asked me to go to the Commis- 
sariat de Police. I conceded the foregoing and even signed a statement to that 
effect. Probably because of the usual impetuosity of youth, | added that I would 
not return the handbag until I received mv effects. Later Madame Rebuffo 
repented and attempted to withdraw her complaint. However, mv signed 


statement remained as a confession in the eves of the law and nothing that 
T 


Madame Rebuffo did could alter this fact and justice eventually had to take 
its course 

After | had been at the Commissariat de Police for about one-half hour Madame 
Trenquier came and inquired as to what had happened. The police explained 
the matter of Madame Rebuffo’s handbag and Madame Trenquier said a ‘“‘ motif 


Not printed 
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en daim’”’ was missing and that I must have taken it. I am certain that Madam« 
Trenquier did not sign a complaint nor was it necessary as far as the police were 
concerned. I strenuously denied taking the “motif en daim’’ but nevertheless I 


found myself faced with two accusations. I must attempt to explain ‘‘ motif en 
daim”’ wh eh is difficult to translate literally in English but in dressmaking 
terminology and in this case, it was a design of a smal! leaf made of wood and 
covered with doe skin about the size of a silver dollar and which is sewed on 
ladies’ belts as a decoration. There were any number of such knicknacks always 
lying around. These motifs were probably the least expensive in the shop and 
had a value of about $1. The police having given me my liberty in both cases, 
telling me that I would receive a summons to appear at a hearing, I left for Paris 
to seek employment. 

Judgment concerning Madame Rebuffo’s and Madame Trenquier’s complaint 
was rendered against me by the Tribunal at Grasse on the 25th of April 1945 by 
default (exhibit 3).!. I later demanded a rehearing but did not appear and the 
court decreed that the judgment of April 25, 1945 be given its full force and effeet 
by decree of October 25, 1945 (exhibit 4).'. I was in Paris at the time of the 
rehearings. I had no attorney in either instance and no one to advise me. In 
reality my most serious offense was the taking of the law into my hands regarding 
the retention of Madame Rebuffo’s handbag It is to be noted that the last 
judgement concerning the falsification of my ‘carte didentité’ was rendered 
in Avignon in October 25, 1945, and that concerning Madame Rebuffo’s handbag 
and Madame Trenquier’s motif in doe skin was rendered in Grasse on June 23 


“0, 
1945. My means would not permit me to remain in Cannes and Avignon without 
work awaiting the two rehearings. Much later | was curious and concerned why 
such severe sentences had been imposed on a minor whose parents were dead in 
the first instance for such small offenses. They were pranks that could oceur in 
any one’s vouth. To mv sorrow I learned that the sentences were not because 


of the charges against me but because of the fact that I failed to appear. Nothing 
so offends French courts, and vet hunger too is terrible. 

I returned to Nice in 1945 and upon an examination of my identity card, the 
police recalled that there was a warrant for my arrest existing. I was imprisoned 
at Nice in 1946, and for the first time I had the benefit of the services of a lawyer, 
Max Jean Diot, 40, rue Gioffredo, Nice. On advice of my lawyer, I petitioned 
the court at Avignon to have the two sentences run concurrently in view of the 


dates on which the facets took place. My petition was granted on the 9th day 
of July 1946 (exhibit 5).!. I have paid my debt to society as evidenced the 
certificate by the head warden of the penitentiary at Nice dated April 18, 1951 
exhibit 6).!. I was released from the penitentiary at Nice on July 30, 1946. 


Since that time there has been nothing against my character and after 5 vears, 
according to the French law I have absolute amnesty, that is to sav these small 
offenses are buried in the past 

I am happily married to my American husband. I hope and pray that the 
American officials will not permit the blunders of my youth to stand in the way 


of the one chance in my life to enjoy the happiness of which I have always dreamed 
America to me is a country of fair plav. It is the country which sent me my 
present husband during the war. To deny me the right to live in America with 


my dear husband will be exacting a penalty which no words written here can 
describe 

[ am submitting herewith the following: 

1. Conformed judgments of Avignon dated February 1, 1945, and October 25, 
1945, concerning the conviction for falsification of passport together with duly 
legalized translations and marked “Exhibits 1-2.” 

2. Conformed judgments of Grasse dated April 25, 1945, and June 13, 1945, 
concerning the convictions of the handbag belonging to Madame Rebuffo and the 

motif en daim’’ (doe skin article) belonging to Madame Trenquier,. together with 
duly legalized translations and marked *‘Exhibits 3—4.”’ 

3. Conformed judgment of Avignon dated July 9, 1946, together with a legal- 
ized translation to the effect that in view of the dates on which the facts took 
place that the sentences of Avignon and Grasse were to run concurrently (exhibit 
5 

1. Conformed certificate from head warden, penitentiary at Nice, together with 
a legalized translation, dated April 18, 1951, that the two sentences ran concur- 
rently (exhibit 6) 


1 Not printed. 
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I respectfully request that the State Department grant me an immigration visa 
for entry into the United States. 
MADELAINE Moore (nee VIALE). 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 10th day of May 1951. 


[SEAL] WiiuiaAmM M. Bates, 
Vice ( onsul of the l nite 1 State s of America 


The committee, after consideration of all the facts in the case, is of 


the opinion that the bill (S. 1372) should be enacted. 


em 
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